(SPACE BELOW FOR FILING STAMP ONLY) 


lii 

|j 

2 ;! 

! 


CONTOS & BUNCH 
Lawyers 

5055 Topanoa Canyon boulevard 
Suite 400 

WOODLAND HILLS. CALIFORNIA 91367 
(213) 716-9400 
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5 !: Attorneys for.._ De _ f _ e _ ndant and Cr oss-Compla inant, 
g| GERALD ARMSTRONG 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
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if 
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CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF ) 

CALIFORNIA, INC. , ) 

) 

Plaintiff, ) 

) 

-vs- ) 

) 

GERALD ARMSTRONG, et al., ) 

) 


Defendants. ) 
) 
) 

AND RELATED CROSS ACTION. ) 

_ ) 


NO. C 420 153 

I 

RESPONSES OF DEFENDANT, 

GERALD ARMSTRONG TO REQUEST 
FOR ADMISSIONS PROPOUNDED BY 
PLAINTIFF, CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
OF CALIFORNIA, INC. 

(Set No. 3 - Interrogatories) 

(Set No. 1 - Request for Admissions)! 
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COMES NOW, defendant, GERALD ARMSTRONG, and responds 
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I 


20 to Request for Admissions propounded by plaintiff, CHURCH OF 

21 SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA, INC., as follows: 
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1. 

Denied. 
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Admitted. 
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3. 

Denied. 
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Denied. 
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5. 

Admitted. 
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Objection, 

said 

request for admission is vague, 

ambigj- 

| 

28 uous, 

unintelligible and 

calls 

for speculation on the part of 

1 

this 
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68. 

Denied in part. 

69. 

Denied. 

70. 

Denied. 

71. 

Denied. 

72. 

Denied. 

7 3. 

Denied. 

74 . 

Admitted. 

75. 

Denied in part. 

76 . 

Admitted. 

77. 

Denied in part. 

78. 

Denied. 

79. 

Objection, said request for admission calls for 


speculation. However, without waiving said objection, the request 
is denied. 
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Denied. 

81. 

Objection, said request for admission calls for 

speculation. 

However, without waiving said objection, the 


request is denied. 

82. Denied. 

83. Objection, attorney-client privilege, attorney work- 
product, irrelevant and not calculated to lead to the discovery 
of admissible evidence. 
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Denied. 

85. 

Denied. 

86 . 

Denied in part. 


87. Objection, on the grounds of the First Amendment 
right to freedom of speech. However, without waiving said objec¬ 
tion, the request is denied. 
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Denied. 




89. 

Denied in part. 




90 . 

Denied in part. 
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Denied. 




92. 

Objection, said 

request 

for 

admission is irrelevant 

and not calcul 

ated to lead to the discovery 

of admissible evidence. 

93. 

Denied. 
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Denied. 




95. 

Denied. 




96 . 

Denied. 




97. 

Denied in part. 




98. 

Objection, said 

request 

for 

admission is irrele- 


vant and not calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. It is also vague and unintelligible. 

99. Denied. 

100. Objection, said request for admission is vague, 
ambiguous and unintelligible. 

101. Objection, said request for admission is vague, 


j ambiguous and unintelligible. 

102. Objection, said request for admission is vague, 

! ambiguous and unintelligible. 

103. Objection, said request for admission is vague, 

| 

I amgibuous and unintelligible. 

104. Denied. 

105. Objection, attorney-client privilege. 

106. This responding party is unable to admit or deny 
said request for admission on the grounds that funds came from 
Sea Org Reserves. (See Answer to Interrogatory). 


- 6 - 













